will agree to the unlimited application of the principle of
1'equal opportunity."
Clearly, tlie unlimited application of this principle is con-
venient for those who are strong and rich, for those who
hy means of their capital seek to subjugate those who are
weaker. If, however, one desires to reckon with the interests
of the peoples of these countries, one should behave more
modestly in such matters, and not impose by force something
which may strangle the economy of weaker state's. It would
be a more democratic approach to the question if we afford-
ed the small states the opportunity to express their opin-
ion on this subject, without imposing on them obligations
which are excessively burdensome and unacceptable to
them.
It was incorrectly stated at this Conference that the
Soviet delegation, whilst insisting on reparations, objects to
compensation being paid for the property of Allied states
damaged on the territory of a former enemy state. This is
incorrect. We do consider that Allied property-owner's should
be compensated for damage caused to them on the territory
of a former enemy country; but we are for partial compen-
sation, as in the case or reparations, in regard to which the
principle of partial compensation is applied 'still more strin-
gently. In this way justice will be observed, and, moreover,
the real capacities of the vanquished states will have consid-
eration.
But the United States delegate who spoke here was on
the one hand extremely zealous in upholding compensation
for owners who suffered damage on the territory of former
enemy states, while on the other he was opposed to repa-
rations, insistently emphasizing that they were a burden on
the vanquished 'states. Yet the signature of the United States
of America appears under the reparations clauses in the
draft peace treaties for Rumania, Hungary, Bulgaria and
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